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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of April 8-9, 2002

Commissoners
present
February 4-5,2002

AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioner
IrwinS. Fidd* absent
Lancelzumi Carol Chandler, ViceChair
OdessaP. Johnson WilliamD. Campbell
Robert L. Moore IrwinS. Field*
RaphPesgueira SusanHammer
GuillermoRodriguez, Jr. Kyo*Paul” Jhin
EvonneSeron Schulze MédindaG.Wilson
Rachel E. Shetka *April 9" only
OliviaK.Singh

HowardWeinsky

*April 8" only

Calltoorder

Commission Chair Arkatov called the Monday, April 8, 2002 California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission meeting to order at 1:16 p.m. at California Chamber of
Commerce, CaliforniaRoom, Esquire Plaza, 1215 K Street, 14™ Floor, Sacramento,
California95814. Heasked for aroll cal.

Roll call

Executive Secretary Judy Harder called theroll. All Commissionerswere present ex-
cept Campbell, Chandler, Hammer, Jhinand Wilson. Alternate Commissioner Pesquiera
was also present.

Overview of the
Statebudget --
Senator Jack
O’Connd

Chair Arkatov introduced State Senator Jack O’ Connell and Mr. Richard Rush, pres-
dent of CaliforniaState University Channel 1dands, to provide an overview of the State
Budget and to provide a progress report on the development of the Channel 1slands
campus.

Senator O’ Connell reviewed the State Budget, noting the growing deficit. Hereported
that the Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee#1, which he chairs, would
review the operationd budgetsof the Cdifornia shigher education ssgmentsstarting on
May 1, 2002.

Senator O’ Conndl| said that histwo prioritiesfor higher education weremaintaining high
quality and access. He cited the Commission’ swork in projecting Tidal Wavell,
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enrollment demand growth and noted the current increase in the number of students
showing up at collegesand universities statewi de as evidence the Commission’ sprojec-
tionsarecredible.

Senator O’ Connell stated that the L egidature had enacted abond initiative of over $25
billionto appear before the votersduring election periodsover the next two years. He
highlighted the number of local bond initiativesthat passed in March 2002, citing thefact
that voters, under the new 55-percent voter-approval requirement, had passed recently
13 of 14 community collegelocal bonds.

StatusReporton  Senator O’ Connell introduced Richard Rush, the new President of CaliforniaState
theCalifornia University, Channel I1dandswho, inturn, introduced hisassistant Ted L ucas. President
StateUniversity, Rushnoted that in June 2001 there was one formal employee of the Channel Islands
Channel 1dands campus. Today, hesaid, thereare 13 new faculty, five new administrators, and about
Campus 130 new staff working at the campus. He noted the exceptional qualifications of the
faculty intermsof their diversity, scholarship achievements, fund raising, and public
svice.

President Rush then discussed the college’ s progress toward accreditation, noting that
the Western Association of Schoolsand Colleges (WASC) viewed the CdiforniaState
University Channel Islands campus accreditation proposal asamodel to be used by
other collegesand universities. He pointed out the campus had been successful in secur-

ing private donations.

Mr. Rush made a PowerPoint presentation that addressed several topics, including: the
history of the campus; the campus’ sorganizational structure and mission statement;
elght new academic programsand thirteen new faculty; the structure of campus admin-
istration; entrepreneuria activities, relationswith other schoolsand colleges; facilities--
current and planned; faculty and staff housing; and anew library whichisto bethe
campus ssignature building.

Commission Chairman Arkatov thanked President Rush for hisoverview and noted Mr.
Rush' seffortsin bringing the campusto fruition.

Alternate Commissioner Pesgueiralauded Mr. Rush and noted the exceptional crafts-
manship of the campusfacilities. Alternate Commissioner Pesqueiranoted aState Uni-
versity Board of Trustees discussion regarding the modern appearance of the proposed

library.

Commissioner Johnson aso provided positive comments, stating thet the college’ saca
demic programswereimpressive. Sheasked President Rush about antici pated student
enrollment over the next five yearsand about the availability of summer programsfor
high school students.

Mr. Rush responded that 1,320 studentswould be moved from CaliforniaState Univer-
sity, Northridge administrative oversight to the Channedl Idandscampusinfal 2002. He
also noted that Channel 1lands hasasummer program for high school students. He
indicated that the campuswasworking with e ementary school sudentswho wereplanting
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treeson thecampusand visiting their treeseach year asaway tofamiliarizethemwitha
collegeeducation. He noted that the faculty also wasworking with studentsat middle
schoals.

Commissioner Rodriguez ask what wasthe processfor upgrading facilities, what per-
centage of the campus was updated, and what obstaclesthe campuswasfacing inthe
process.

President Rush noted that the upgrading of facilitiesfell under the purview of asite
authority committee, and that the committeelooked at the academic needs of the cam-
pusin concert with itsbudget. Some obstaclesinclude regulatory requirementssuch as
thoseimposed by the Americanswith DisabilitiesAct (ADA), and that the collegewas
creatively addressing those requirementsto make space available.

Chair Arkatov noted thejoint-use efforts of the Channel Islands campus. He asked
about the use of technology on the campus.

President Rush responded that the campus was designed with several objectivesin
mind: students prepared to be acognitive equal; leadership; commitment to awireless
environment, with instruction by al means; and teaching to student needs. He stated
that the campuswas prepared to educate students by both traditional and non-tradi-
tiona methods.

Chair Arkatov concluded by thanking President Rush for hispresentation.

Planningupdateon
theUniversity of
California,Merced

Chair Arkatov called on University of California, Merced Executive Vice Chancellor
and Provost David B. Ashley to providethe Commission with aplanning update onthis
new campus.

Mr. Ashley apologized that University of CdiforniaMerced Chancellor Carol Tomlinson-
Keasey was unable to attend due to a scheduling conflict. Mr. Ashley made a
PowerPoint presentation addressing the academic planning for the University of Cdli-
forniaMerced campus. Itincluded adiscussion of devel oping the campus scurriculum,
planning the undergraduate experience, and thelibrary of the 21% century.

Mr. Ashley noted theinterdisciplinary focus of the academic plan asthe curriculumis
being devel oped. Hediscussed Phase One of the campuslayout, theingtitution’ sthree
academicdivisons(Natura Sciences, Engineering; and Socia, Humanities, and Arts),
and discussed six proposed undergraduate majors and the principlesfor undergraduate
program planning. Henoted how the campuswas planning for itsundergraduate expe-
rience, and discussed five proposed graduate-degree programs.

Mr. Ashley highlighted that University of CaliforniaMerced campuswill havethree
educationd centersin Modesto, Fresno, and Bakersfield, and would usethesefacilities
asameansof facilitating student transfer from community collegesto the University
campus. Hea so noted ongoing articul ation discuss onswith various community college
campusesto improvethetransfer of sudentsfrom throughout the Central Valey region.

Mr. Ashley continued his presentation with adiscuss on about the campuslibrary for the
21% century, and noted that it would provide students with accessto the entire Univer-
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sty of Cadifornia s30-million volume collection. He concluded hisremarksby noting
University of CdiforniaMerced commitment to diversity.

Commissioner Schulze asked how the L egidative Anadyst Office proposa to diminated
$4.0 million dollarsfrom the University of CaliforniaMerced planning budget would
affect thecampus.

Mr. Ashley responded that such areduction would be disastrous, and that the campus
would be unableto hirethe 15 new faculty membersit hopesto next year. He stated
that such areduction would delay opening the campus.

Commissioner Schulze asked for an explanation asto why the L egidative Analyst had
proposed thereduction. Mr. Ashley responded that the proposed reduction assumed
that money wasavailableto rollover from thisyear to hire new staff next year. How-
ever, Mr. Ashley noted, such resourcesarenot available.

Chairman Arkatov ask Commissioner Johnson to comment on the proposed $4.0 mil-
lion reduction. Commissioner Johnson responded that the administration wastrying to
bring the campusto fruition, and that Regent Kolligian had pledged $1 million toward
building thecampus' library. Shea so noted the university’ seffortsregarding concur-
rent enrollment with community collegesas oneway to improve sudent transfer.

Commissioner Chair Arkatov asked Commissioner Johnsonif the University of Cdifor-
nia Regents had approved the L ong Range Development Plan for the campus. Com-
missioner Johnson said the Regents approved the planin January.

Executive Director Fox asked for acopy of the Long Range Development Plan, noting
that the Commission’ sstaff would liketo work with the campusasit developsitsaca
demic plan. Director Fox aso said that the concurrent enrollment program was funded
with private dollarsand was apilot program.

Mr. Ashley noted that thispilot program was put into place after the Regentsdeferredits
policy ondud admissons.

Chair Arkatov asked about the status of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and
theenvironmenta lawsuit. Mr. Ashley reported that the Regentsapproved the EIR, and
that it would be another threeto four months before the court would rule on the lawsuit.
He noted that an adverse court ruling could delay the campus stimelinefor opening.

Commissioner Arkatov asked about the use of technology for instruction at the pro-
posed campus. Mr. Ashley responded that technol ogy would be used to enhance pro-
gram delivery, and that the options of both wireless and fiber-optic networkswerebeing
considered.

Commissioner Pesquieraasked about the vernd pool problem and whether the campus
had mitigation agreementsin place. Mr. Ashley said that thefederal government had
one-to-one mitigation requirements, and that the campuswas proposing 10-to-one miti-
gation agreements, with 5000 acres of lands designated as a permanent reserve.

Commissioner |zumi asked about the status of proposed project |abor agreementsas
proposed by unions. Mr. Ashley replied that no project labor agreementsor discus-
sonsweretaking placeat thistime.
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Executive Director Fox noted that it isdifficult to sustain innovation for anew campus,
inthat campuses become moretraditiona over time. He stated that the Commission
would liketowork with University to maintain innovation on the Merced campus.

Mr. Ashley welcomed the offer and noted that, since the campuswould not have aca
demic departments, but rather an interdisciplinary environment, that faculty would be
moreinclined to maintain innovative approachesto teaching and research.

Chair Arkatov asked about other innovativeingtitutionsthroughout the nation, and what
would makethe University of CaliforniaMerced campusunique. Mr. Ashley said that
innovativeingtitutionsthroughout the nation might not havetenure, not allow lecturing,
and offer asynchronyslearning. Henoted that University of California, San Diegois
perhaps one of the most innovative universitiesin the nation.

Commissioner Pesquieranoted thedifficulty of establishing aninnovative campus, such
asthe one at California State University, Monterey Bay. He asserted that parents
expected moretraditional learning programsfor their children.

Mr. Ashley agreed and stated students at the University of CaliforniaMerced would
have both traditiona and non-traditiona opportunities.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Ashley for his presentation.

Concent calendar

Chair Arkatov asked the Commissionersto look at theitemslisted in the consent calen-
dar and asked for the Commission to movethisitem for consideration of the Commis-
sonasawhole.

Commissioner Johnson moved to adopt the consent calendar. Commissioner Schulze
seconded and the item was approved by unanimousvote.

Report of the
ExecutiveDirector

Commission Chair Arkatov asked Executive Director Fox to givethe Director’ sRe-
port.

Executive Director Fox reported that he had received acall from Commissioner Jhin
who sent his best wishes and indicated that he was enjoying his new job with Peace
Corps.

Director Fox provided the Commissionerswith an update of the L egidature’ sbudget
committee hearings. He noted that hewas successful in getting the Senate budget com-
mitteeto allow the Commission to keep $96,000 in its budget that was used for data
storage at the Teale Data Center. Henoted that, if the Assembly and Governor Davis
agreed with the Senate’ saction, thisamount could fund one staff position proposed for
elimination. Hethanked Commissioner Chandler for her assistance on the budget, and
noted that Chair Arkatov will be meeting with representativesfrom the Department of
Financeto discussthe Commission’ sbudget.

Director Fox provided commissionerswith an update onits Eligibility and Nursing Short-
agestudies. Henoted that staff member Murray Haberman and Deputy Director David
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Leveillewere successful in securing $75,000 from the University of Cdiforniaand from
private sourcesto conduct the Nursing Study.

Director Fox concluded hisreport by noting that the Education Roundtable had pre-
pared aletter to Senator Dede Alpert that recommended that the Joint Committee on
theMaster Plan for Education consider ingtituting acommunity collegetransfer AA de-
gree.

TheCommission's  Executive Director Fox presented the Commission’s Public Agenda: Prioritiesfor
PublicAgenda:  Action report to thefull Commission. Heinvited Deputy Director David Leveilleand
Prioritiesfor ~ staff member Cheryl Hickey to join the presentation.

Adion g Hickey noted four mgjor changesin the report sinceit was presented in February as

aninformation item: (1) he baccalaureate production questionswererewritten; (2) a
requirement for areview of the Bureau on Private Postsecondary and V ocational Edu-
cation was added; (3) the section on the Commission website was expanded; and (4) a
matrix wasadded for Commission discussion.

Commissioner Singh recommended putting the Commission’ swebsite addressonthe
cover of thereport.

Director Fox summarized the processfor devel oping the Public Agenda and noted that
it looked at the needsof Cdifornia. He cited thework of the Nationa Center for Higher
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) consultantsin guiding the Commission’s
discussions. Heasked Deputy Director Leveilleto discussin greater detail the process
that led up to thewriting of thereport.

Deputy Director Leveille noted that the objective of the Public Agenda wasto articu-
late the Commission’ shigher education policy. The process beganin March 2001 and
focused on determining what was an appropriate direction for Cdiforniahigher educa
tion and for the Commission. He said that in preparing the Public Agenda, the Com-
missonexplored: (1) itsroleinhigher education; (2) itseffectiveness; (3) setting future
activities; (4) setting priorities; (5) focusing on State needs; (6) emphasizing the higher
education needsof al Californians; (6) goalsand strategies; and (7) linkageswith the
L egidature, the Office of the Governor, and the various stakehol ders.

Ms. Hickey then explained the four components of thereport: (1) Growth and Access,
(2) Preparation for Higher Education; (3) Baccalaureate Degree Production; and (4)
Workforce Preparation and Economic Devel opment.

Executive Director Fox summarized the projects of each of thesefour components. He
noted that for Section 1 -- Growth and Access, the Commission’ sshort-term projects
would focus on student transfer, facilitating access through technology, and encouraging
enrollmentsat independent ingtitutions.

Commissioner Field asked for adefinition of short term, mid-term and long-term projects.
Director Fox said the definitions appeared at the bottom of the matrix.

The Commission engaged in alengthy discussion about the Public Agenda report.
Commissioner Schulze praised the qudity of the document, and Commissioner Pesqueira
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stated that the Commission should make certain that it had adequate resourcesto doits
work plan. Commissioner Pesqueirasaid the Legidlature often created obstaclesto
student access. He cited the value of ahigher education and said the Commission
should addressthe student-feeissue. He stated that funding for undergraduate and
graduate education should be mentioned.

Commissioner Moore stated that one e ement missing from thereport was e evating the
Commission’ svishility. Hea so suggested that the Commission should beinterfacing
with groups outside the education community. Executive Director Fox stated that the
Public Agenda focused on the Commission’ swork products; however, he stated that
hewould makeaconcerted effort to add language early inthereport onthe Commisson’'s
interest in becoming morevisible.

Commissioner Moore stated that the Commi ssion should work closer with other re-
searchers and research centersto leverageitswork.

Chair Arkatov noted that it isimportant to focus on what the Commission can get done,
and how it can best influence policy. He also stated that the Public Agendais an
evolving document.

Commissioner Moore asked Executive Director Fox to sharewith the Commission at
its next meeting an update on the Public Agenda. He suggested that anitem be placed
on each Commission meeting agendafor discussing pertinent higher education issues
with other groups.

Commission Chair Arkatov stated that the Commission needs acovenant with each of
the higher education segments. He noted that the Commission receives 1/60 of 1% of
the dollarsexpended for higher education. He suggested that Commission activities
should beimbedded initsdiscussions, and that therewas aneed for more discussion on
theissueof regiondism.

Commissioner Rodriguez stated the Public Agenda was agood blueprint. He asked
Executive Director Fox how the plan hel psthe Commission reachitsgoas. Commis-
sioner Pesqueiracontinued the discussion by stating that it iscritical that the Commis-
sonmake an effort to blunt legidative proposal sthat might be harmful to higher educa-
tion. Hesaid that the L egid ature needsto understand the policy implicationsof legida
tion, and that the Commission must comment on thoseimplications.

Commissioner Field stated that policy should be made based on data. Hethen noted
that the Commission’ swork plan should identify how it will collaborate with the educa:
tion community, and stated that there was aneed for better collaboration.

Commission Rodriguez said that the Commi ssion should determinewhat it doeswell.
He noted that the Commission isgood at information dissemination, but that the Com-
mission should progress from data di ssemination to policy activism. He noted the
Commission’ slimited resources, and that it wasimportant to identify priorities. He
gpplauded the Commission’ swork on the higher education bond initiative and on joint-
usefacilities as successful endeavors, and suggested that the Commission should be
selectiveinthoseissuesit would liketo address.
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Chairman Arkatov stated that the implementation of the Public Agenda wasimportant.
Commissioner Moore stated that the Commission should have animplementation dis-
cussion as part of its meeting agenda, and that the dial og should take place with the
Commission partnersat each mesting.

Commissioner Rodriguez noted that many of the Commission’ spartnersuseitsdata.

Commissioner Schulze stated that shewould like more open-ended discussionson policy
issues. Sheindicated that shewould like Executive Director Fox to make recommenda:
tionsto the Commission regarding what partnersthe Commission should identify to
accomplishitsgoals. Executive Director Fox noted that there was adi stinction between
the Public Agenda and itsregular meeting agenda. Heindicated that he would seek
waysto incorporate the Public Agenda into the meeting agenda.

Commissioner Schulze suggested that the Commission useits committee structureto
have more substantive discussonsin amoreinforma setting. Commissioner Rodriguez
noted that some Commissionersare moreinvolved in meetingsthan others.

Commissioner Welinsky discussed the structure of the Commission and itscommittees.
He dtated that the Size of the agendais overwheming and that the agendaswere difficult
todigest. He suggested that the Commission needed a separate committeeto deal with
implementationissues.

Chair Arkatov stated it wasimportant to separate the Public Agenda from animple-
mentation plan. Heencouraged hisfellow Commissionersto embracethe Public Agenda
report.

Executive Director Fox suggested that there was consensus among the Commissioners
toincdudeanitemontheir meeting agendaon networking and advancingthe Commisson’s
role. He said aseparate discuss on needed to take place on how to structuredialog and
how items should be presented. This, Mr. Fox indicated, would be adiscussion he
would have with the Executive Committee. He noted that he would move Commis-
sioner Moore' sideasforward.

Mr. Fox identified other short-term projectsthat the Commission would accomplish
during the next year. With respect to Section 2 of the Public Agenda— Preparation for
Postsecondary Education, Mr. Fox noted the Commission’ sEligibility and Outreach
studieswere short-term projects.

With respect to Section 3 — Baccalaureate Degree Production —Ms. Hickey noted
three short-term projects. degree productionin other states; degree production by racia
ethnic groups, gender, and discipline; and degree production by disciplineand employ-
ment by industry cluster.

Deputy Director Leveillethen discussed short-term projectsin Section 4 of the Public
Agenda, including astudy for the L egidature that would review the Bureau of Private
Postsecondary and V ocational Education.

Executive Director Fox concluded with abrief discussion about the Commission’ sre-
curring responsi bilitiesand directed the Commission’ sattention to Section 5 of there-
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port. Hestated that thefinal version of the report would incorporate the commentsand
suggestions made by commissionersduring their discussion. He also stated that the
Commission would have aseparate discussion regarding its meeting agenda.

There being no further discussion, Commissioner Moore moved adoption of theitem
with theincorporation of additional language. Commissioner Schulze seconded the
motion, and theitem was unanimously approved.

Report of the
Statutory Advisory
Committee

Statutory Advisory Committee Chairman Todd Greenspan from the University of Cali-
forniasaid that the Statutory Committee had reviewed the Commission’ sagenda. He
suggested that apotential item for Commission discussion was areport recently pub-
lished by the Council on Science and Technology, and that the Commission might want
to partner with the Council onissuesof mutua interest. He highlighted segmental con-
cern about theremova of financia aid from their budgets, and giving thoseresourcesto
the Student Aid Commission. He noted that the Committee di scussed new board and
administrative appointmentsto each respective segment.

Mr. Greengpan a S0 advised the Commission that A pril was Community CollegeMonth.
He updated membersregarding the status of University of Californiaand the SAT ad-
missiontests, transfer issues between community collegesand independent ingtitutions,
and anew student produced website on collegesand universitiesthat was being under-
written by the Cdifornia Department of Education. He concluded hispresentation with
abrief discussion about Senator Alarcon’ s proposed legidation on requiring each stu-
dent to receivethe“ag” university-preparation coursework unlessastudent optsout.
He noted that the Commissionwould discussthislegidation at its meeting the next day.

Commissioner Schulze asked how many vacant positions existed on each segment’s
governing boards.

Mr. Greenspan responded that he was only reporting on recent appointmentsand didn’t
know about the number of current vacancies.

Chairman Arkatov asked Mr. Greengpan to report to the Commission at its next meet-
ing about the higher education bond measure, and how the segmentswere going to co-
ordinatetheir effortsin assuring the bond’ s passage.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the CaliforniaPostsecondary Education Commission meeting
at 5:00 p.m. until thefollowing morning.

Calltoorder

Commission Chair Arkatov called the Tuesday, April 9, 2002, meeting of the California
Postsecondary Education Commissionto order at 8:45 am. Heasked for acall of the
roll.

Call of therall

Executive Secretary Judy Harder called theroll. All Commissionerswere present ex-
cept Commissioners Campbell, Chandler, Field, Hammer, Jhinand Wilson. Alternate
Commissioner Ral ph Pesqueirawas a so present.
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Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission meeting a 8:50 am. in order for the Govern-
menta Relations Committeeto mest.

Reconvene

Commission Chair Arkatov reconvened the Commisson meeting & 12:00 p.m., and called
on Commissioner Schulze, Welinsky, and Singh to report on the business of the respec-
tive committeeseach chairs.

Report of the
Educational Policy
and Programs
Committee

Committee Chair Schulze reported that the Educationa Policy and Programs Commit-
tee had met to discuss Item 10— Guidelinesfor Review of Proposed University Cam-
puses, Community Colleges, and Educational Joint-Use Facilities. She moved
adoption of thereport, which was seconded by Commissioner Johnson. The Commis-
sion unanimoudly approved adoption of thereport for transmittal to the Office of the
Governor and Legidature.

Report of the
Governmental
Relations
Committee

Committee Chair Welinsky reported that the Governmenta Relations Committee had
met to discuss Item 7 — Legislative Update, April 2002. He moved adoption of the
report, which seconded by Commissioner Schulze. The Commission unanimoudy ap-
proved adoption of the report.

Report of the
Fiscal Policy and
Analysis
Committee

Committee Chair Singh reported that the Fiscal Policy and Analyss Committee had met
todiscussltem 5—Faculty Salariesin California Public Universities, 2002-03. She
moved adoption of the report, which was seconded by Commissioner Moore. The Com-
mission unanimously approved adoption of thereport for transmittal to the Governor
and Legidature.

Adjournment

Having no further business, Commission Chair Arkatov adjourned themesting at 12:20
p.m.
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